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KOGER, Chief Judge

Thedebtor, JosgphineLL. Abernathy, goped sfrom the Bankruptcy Court’ sruling that shewasonly
entitled to daim one-third of the homestead exemption provided under Missouri law because shewasone
of three joint tenant owners of the redl estate in which she daimed the homesteed. For the reasons that
follow, wereverse.



Factud Background
Ms. Abernathy, asingle person, filed avoluntary petition under Chapter 7 of the Bankruptcy Code

onMay 2, 2000. Shedamed an $8,000 homestead exemption under Mo. Rev. Sa. §513.475.1inred
property thet she co-owns asjoint tenantswith her two Ssters. The Chapter 7 Trusteefiled an objection
to the homestead exemption, conceding that Ms. Abernathy hed aright to daim ahomestead exemption
inthe property, but asserting that Snce she was one of threejoint tenantsin the property, she was entitled
to daim only one-third of the $8,000 exemption dlowed under Missouri gatute. The Bankruptcy Court
sudaned the Trusteg s objection and entered an Order reducing Ms. Abermathy’ s homestead exemption
to $2,667.67. Ms. Abernathy appedls.

Standard of Review
Because this goped involves no factud dispute, and the sole question is whether the Bankruptcy
Court erred as a mater of law by limiting Ms. Abernathy’s homestead exemption to her proportiond
interest in the red edtate, our review isde novo. See Handeenv. LeMaire (In re LeMaire), 898 F.2d
1346, 1349 (8" Cir. 1990).

Discusson

The parties do not dispute that Ms. Abernathy’s one-third interest in the red estate became
property of her estate when shefiled her bankruptcy petition. See 11 U.S.C. § 541(a)(1);* Winters v.
George Mason Bank, 94 F.3d 130, 134 (4™ Cir. 1996) (“Most courts find thet the debtor’ s interest in
property jointly held by a nondebtor becomes property of the etate upon the filing of the bankruptcy
petition, but that the nondebtor’ sinterest isnot property of theestate”); In re Reed, 940 F.2d 1317, 1323
(9" Cir. 1991) (holding that the bankruptcy estate had aninterest in one-hdf of the net proceeds of thesde
of joint tenancy property, lessdebtor’ sCdiforniahomestead exemption); Garner v. Sirauss (Inre Garney),
952 F.2d 232, 234 (8" Cir. 1991) (“ Section 541(a)(2) ‘is certainly broad enough to indude an individua
debtor’ sinterest in property held asatenant by the entirety.””) (quating Napotnik v. Equibank & Parkvae
Sav. Assn., 679 F.2d 316, 318 (3 Cir. 1982)); Rmmd v. Fey (Inre Fey), 91 B.R. 524, 525 (Bankr.
E.D. Mo. 1988) (halding that the debotor’ s one-half interest in gock cartificates held asjoint tenants with
her spousewas property of estate). According to Ms. Abernathy’ s Schedule A, thered esatehasavaue

1 Section 541(a)(1) providestheat the debtor’ sestateindudes“dl legd or equitableinterestsof the
debtor in property as of the commencement of thecase” 11 U.SC. 8 541(9)().
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of $30,000 - $35,000, S0 her present one-third interest in the property hasavaue of $10,000 - $11,700.
SeeRubinv. Glass (Inre Glass), 92 B.R. 880, 881-82 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 1988) (holding that satelav
determines what property becomes property of the edtate as of the date of the filing of the bankruptcy;
under Missouri law, the interests of joint tenants are presumed to be equa and, absent proof by a party
daming theinterests of joint tenants are unegud, the presumption of equd ownership will preval).

The 0le issue presented here isthe extant towhich Ms Abernathy may daim anexemptionin her
interest in thet property. As permitted by 11 U.S.C. 8 522(b)(2)(A), Missouri has chosen to opt out of
the exemption scheme provided under the Bankruptcy Code. See Mo. Rev. Stat. § 513.427. Debtors
domidled in Missouri may exempt from property of the esate any property that isexempt from attachment
and execution under Missouri date law or under any federd law except the Bankruptcy Code. Id.
Missouri’ s homestead exemption provides, in pertinent part:

1. Thehomestead of every person, conssting of adwelling house and gppurtenances, and

the land used in connection therewith, not exceeding the vadue of eight thousand dallars,

whichis or shdl be usad by such person as a homestead, shdll, together with the rents,

Issues and products thereof, be exempt from atachment and execution. The exemption

dlowed under this section shdl not be dlowed for morethan one owner of any homestead

if one owner daimsthe entire amount dlowed under thissubsection; but, if morethan one

owner of any homesteed dams an exemption under this section, the exemption dlowed

to each of such owners shdl not exceed in the aggregate, the total exemption dlowed
under this subsection as to any one homesteed.

Mo. Rev. Stat. §513.475.1.

Under the plain language of thisgatute, if the property isowned by morethan one owner, asngle
owner can daim the entire homesteed amount. See Van Der Heide v. LaBarge (In re Van Der Heide),
164 F.3d 1183, 1186 (8" Cir. 1999) (stating that in Missouri, a co-tenant is athorized to daim the full
homestead exemption); Lashley v. Fuhrer (InreLaghley), 206 B.R. 950, 953 (Bankr. E.D. Mo. 1997) (“If
the property is owned by more than one owner, asngle owner candamtheentireamount.”); Gormen v.
Hae, 82 SW. 1110, 1111 (Mo. Ct. App. 1904) (holding thet ahomestead may bedamed inlandsheld
injoint tenancy). The only limit to thisis that if more than one owner dams an examption in the same
homestead, their total daimed exemptions cannot exceed $8,000 in the aggregate. See In re Smith, 254
B.R. 751, 753-54 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 2000) (“[D]ebtorsin Missouri are bound by the express language
of the Missouri homestead Satute, and that datute alows only onejoint owner to daim the entire amount




of the homestead exemption.”); In re Riebow, 114 B.R. 656, 657 (Bankr. E.D. Mo. 1990) (holding that
8513475 parmitsahomestead exemptionin theamount of $8,000.00 per homestead, and providestha
if morethan one owner of thehomestead damsthe exemption, thetotd exemptionsshdl not exceadinthe
aggregate the total amount of $8,000.00.”); see d0 Inre Gavin, 158 B.R. 806, 807 (Bankr. W.D. Mo.
1993) (Missouri homestead lawss are to construed with greet liberdlity); Hallauer v. Lackey. 188 SW.2d
30, 33 (Mo. 1945) (same); Regan V. Endey, 222 SW. 773, 774 (Mo. 1920) (same).

Sncethe record in this case reved's no suggestion thet one of the other joint tenants has daimed
or isdaming anexemptioninthisproperty, under the plain meening of thedatute, Ms. Abernathy isentitied
under Missouri law to daim the entire homesteed exemption. Neverthdess, the Trusee asserts in effedt,
that the Eighth Circuit sdeasonin In re Van Der Helde cregtes an exception to the Satutory language in
the bankruptcy context. Becausethe Bankruptcy Court reduced Ms. Abernathy’ s homesteed exemption
to one-third of the $3,000 dlowed under the statute, the Bankruptcy Court gopears to have agreed with
the Trugtee?

InInreVan De Heide, Gerard Van Der Helde and hiswife owned aresdence astenants by the
entiretyin Missouri. Hefiled apetition under Chapter 13 of the Bankruptcy Code hiswifedid notjoinhim
in the filing. At the time of the filing, Van Der Heide and his wife owed generd unsecured creditors
agoproximatdy $23,180. Van Der Heide proposed to pay the creditors $2,858 in his Chapter 13 plan.
Thetrustee objected to confirmetion of the plan, asserting thet it did not satisfy thebest interests of creditors
test pursuant to 8 1325(a)(4). Specificdly, the parties agreed that after deducting transactiond cods, the
residencewould yidd $24,495 in ahypothetical Chapter 7 ligquidation, but they disagreed asto how those
proceeds should be digributed. Van Der Heide contended that only one-hdf of the proceeds, or
$12,247.50, would be subject to the bankruptcy esate because hiswife hed an indivisble interest in the
residence under Missouri law. Of this amount, Van Der Hade damed $9,900 in exemptions, leaving
$2,347.50 for the creditors. Because his proposed plan payments exceeded the vadue of the entireties
property avalableto the creditors, Van Der Heide asserted that he had satisfied 8 1325()(4). Thetrustee
disagreed, arguing that $14,595 ($24,495 less exemptions of $9,900) should be digtributed to the joint
creditors.

2 The Bankruptcy Court’s Order sustains the Trustee! sobjectionto Ms Abernathy’ sexemption
but does not make specific findings of fact or condusions of law.
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The Eighth Circuit ruled thet pursuant to its previous decison in Garner v. Strauss (In re Garne),
952 F.2d 232 (8" Cir. 1991), only one-hdf of the hypotheticd sde proceeds, less exemptions, were
subject to didribution to the joint creditors through the bankruptcy esate. Van Der Heide, 164 F.3d at
1184-85. The ather haf belonged to the nonHiling spouse. According to the Eighth Circuit:

An interest of the debtor in property held as a tenant by the entirety a the
commencament of the case is exempt under bankruptcy law to the extent thet it isexempt
fromprocess under gpplicable nonbankruptcy law. See 11 U.S.C. 8522(b)(2)(B). The
gpplicable nonbankruptcy law in this case is Missouri property and exemption law. In
Missouri, entireties property isnot subject to the damsaf the creditorsof only oneof the
tenants, but issubject to such damsby creditors of joint debtors. See Garner, 952 F.2d
a 234-35. Missouri’s homestead exemption law provides that the homesteed of every
person, not to exceed $8,000, is exempt from atachment and execution. See Mo. Rev.
Stat. §513.475(1) (1994). If the property is owned by more than one owner, asngle
owner can dam the entireamount. Seeid.

Because aresdenceis incgpable of partition and because Van Der Heide swife
isjointly responsblefor the debat, thetrustee may liquidatetheresdence. See Garner, 952
F.2d & 234; 11 U.S.C. § 363(h); see ds0 Sumy v. Schlossherg(InreSumy), 777 F.2d
921, 932 (4" Cir. 1985) (“[ T]o theextent the debtor and the nonfiling Spouse areindebted
joirtly, property owned as a tenant by the entireties may not be exempted from an
individua debtor’ sbankruptcy edate. . . .”). Intheevent of suchasde, thetruseewould
didribute the net proceeds to the edtate and Van Der Helde s wife according to thar
respective interests. See 11 U.S.C. 8363(j). Our decisonin Garner defines thoserights.

* % %

Bdandng the notion that the bankruptcy edtate is composed of dl legd and equitable
interests of the debtor in property a thetime of the petition, see 11 U.S.C. 8 541(a)(2),
and the fact that under Missouri law tenants by the entirety own indivisble interests in
entireties property, see Rondllo v. Jacobs, 775 SW.2d 121, 123 (Mo. 1989) (en banc),
we ordered that one-hdf of the entireties property be returned to the wife, reesoning thet
doing S0 did not insulate her from whatever recourse her creditors might have againgt her.

Inre Van Der Heide, 164 F.3d at 1184-85.

Inother words, intheinterest of balanaing bankruptcy prindpleswith the Missouri Satutes, Garner
had, in effect, created an exception to the Missouri entiretieslaw in the bankruptcy context by ordering thet
the nonfiling spouse sshare of entireties property bereturned to her before payment of joint creditors. The



Eighth Circuit reesoned in Garner thet joint creditors could then pursue her ssparatdy. See Inre Garner,
952 F.2d a 236. Inits Van Der Hede decison, however, the Eighth Circuit determined that a
graghtforward goplication of Garner to thefactsof theVanDer Heilde caseled to animpermissibleresuilt.

The Eignth Circuit explained in Van Der Heide that its Garner decigon (ordering thet thenonHiling
spouse’ sone-hdf share of the entireties property be returned to her) had been intended to creste ashield
“to protect anonfiling goouse sinterest in entireties property from joint creditors” InreVan Der Heide,
164 F.3d & 1186. However, the Eighth Circuit determined thet Gerard Van Der Helde s proposed plan
in his case was an atempt to use Garner as a sword because it attempted to teke advantage of the
preferentiad holdingin Garner (i.e,, the shidd protecting the nonfiling spouse from Missouri entireties law
which would othewise have required thet the joint creditors be paid from the entireties property before
she recaived any proceeds therefrom) and the full homestead exemption provided by Missouri Saute, as
wel asthe benfits of the bankruptcy discharge.

In this case, rather than an equitable digtribution of an dreedy liquidated asset, we havea
hypothetical sdle of entireties property thet isnot subject to partition. If wewereto goply
Garng to the facts of this case, dter exemptions, Van Der Heide would be dble to
discharge hisshare of the $23,180 joint debt by paying $2,858. We noted in Garner that,
once the husband was discharged, the creditors could then proceed againg hiswife. See
952 F.2d a 236. Smilarly, onceVan Der Heideisdischarged, the creditors may proceed
agang hiswife. Assuming the resdenceto be the only asset in this case, however, Van
Der Heide and hiswifewould no longer bejoint debtors. The creditors could then pursue
anaction againg Van Der Helde swife but could not reach the residence because, under
date law, creditors cannot reach entireties property when the gpouses are not joint
debtors. A dmilar resuit would occur in the evert Van Der Heide' s wife files for
bankruptcy.

InreVan Der Heide, 164 F.3d at 1186 (footnotes omitted). Concerned with this trestment of the joint
creditorsin bankruptcy following Garner, the Eighth Circuit conduded thet in Stuationswhere one gpouse
filesfor bankruptcy relief and seeks to use Garner to protect the nonfiling gpouse's share of entireties
property, and where joint creditors are not going to be pad in full, the debtor-spouse s homestead
exemption should be limited to hdf the full amount, or $4,000. Id.

Inthe case & bar, the Trustee assarts that the same rationde should apply in the context of joint
tenancy homesteed property. According to Missouri law:



A joint tenancy isbased upon the theory thet together thejoint tenantshave asngle esate
-- they hold by the moiety (or haf) and by thewhdle. To createajoint tenancy theremust
exig four “unities’ - unity of interest, unity of title, unity of time, and unity of possesson.
Longecrev. Knowles [333SW.2d 67 (Mo. 1960)]. Alienation of ajoint tenant’ sinterest
inthejoint tenancy destroysthe tenancy and convertsit into atenancy in common. Rotert
v. Faulkner, 660 SW.2d 463 (Mo. App. 1983).

A tenancy in common does not contain thesefour “unities” Each tenant holdsan
undivided interest in the whole by separate and distinct title, that interest conddting of his
share of the tenancy. Goforthv. Hllis, 300 SW.2d 379 (Mo. 1957). Theinterest isfully
diendble without destroying thetenancy. Beardenv. Hodge, 273 SW.2d 207 (Mo. banc
1954).

Poetzv. Klamberg 781 SW.2d 253, 255 (Mo. Ct. App. 1989). “In short, theinterest of thejoint tenant
is to the whole of the property; that of the tenant in common isto his undivided interest in the property.”
Id.

At common law ajoint tenant may convey hisinterest, making thet interest subject
to execution. Mangusv. Miller, 317 U.S. 178, 183, 63 S. Ct. 182, 184-85, 87 L .Ed. 169
(1942). Joint tenancy is basad on the theory theat the tenants share one undivided estate,
with the disinctive characteridtic of the right of survivorship. Upon the degth of any one
of the joint tenants, the entire estate goes to the survivors, and o on to the lagt survivor,
who atainssole ownership and exdusve possesson. In re Garling sEdate, 303SW.2d
915, 917 (Mo. 1957); In reEdaedf King, 572 SW2d 200, 211 (Mo. App. 1978). A
joint tenancy can be destroyed by conveyance or partition by one or more of the joint
tenants during the lifetime of the cotenants  In re Edate of King, supra, at 211. A
conveyance by a cotenant destroys the unity of title and convertsthejoint tenancy into a
tenancy in common insofar asthe interest of the particular joint tenant is concerned. W.
Eckhardt and P. Peterson, Possessory Edaes Future Interests and Conveyances in
Missouri, 23V.A.M.S. 1, 37(1952). Patition, whether voluntary or involuntary, converts
thejoint tenancy into ownershipin severdty. 1d.; seedso Edate of Oderlohv. Carpenter,
337 SW.2d 942, 946, n.1 (Mo. 1960).

Remax of Blue Sringsv. Vgda& Co., Inc,, 708 SW.2d 804, 806 (Mo. Ct. App. 1986). Snceajoint
tenant is able to convey an interest or suefor partition, theinterest asajudgment debtor isnot beyond the
reach of execution. Id. (ating Eneberg v. Carter, 98 Mo. 647,648, 12 SW. 522, 523 (1889)). Suchan
execution onajoint tenant’ sinterest seversthe joint tenancy and conveartsit into atenancy in common as
to the other remaining tenants interests. Id.




Thisisin contragt to entiretiesproperty: athough entiretiesproperty possessesthefour “ unities’ like
ajoint tenancy, atenancy by theentirety can beterminated or severed only by mutud action of the husband
and wife, and individud creditorsmay not execute againd entiretiesproperty. Seelnre Brown, 234 B.R.
907, 912-13 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 1999) (“Tenancy by the entirety is distinguishable from joint tenancy by
onesngular characterigic. The tenancy cannot be destroyed involuntarily by anindividud creditor. And
one pouse cannot destroy the entirety without the express consent of the other pouse”); Randlo v.
Jacobs, 775 SW.2d 121, 123 (Mo. banc 1990); see dso Inre Garner, 952 F.2d at 234-35.

The Trusee assarts that the prindples utilized by the Eighth Circuit in Van Der Heide should dso
be gpplied in the joint tenancy context because, according to the Trugtee, Some of the same equiteble
concerns are presant here. Paticularly, the Trustee points out thet, dthough Missouri law provides thet
agnglejoint tenant can dam the entire $8,000 homestead exemption, there is nothing to prevent one of
the other joint tenants from later daiming a homestead exemption in this same property and that thisis
contrary to the languege of the gatute which provides thet the exemption in any one homestead may not
exceed $8,000 in the aggregate. While we recognize the potertid problems raised by the Trusteg, we
rgect hisargument for severd reasons

Rimaily, we reject the Trustee' s position because, snce Missouri opted out of the Bankruptcy
Code s exemption scheme, wearereguired to goply theMissouri exemption datutesin bankruptcy cases.
See 11 U.SC. §522(b)(2). “Policy congderations and eguitable concerns. . . areimparmissble bases
for dautory interpretation when . . . the language of the datute is dear and unambiguous” In re Hen
House Interdtate, Inc., 177 F.3d 719, 723 (8" Cir. 1999), &f'd 530 U.S. 1, 120 S. Ct. 1942, 147
L.Ed.2d 1 (2000).

When the languege of agaute is unambiguous and conveysaplain and definite meaning,
the courts have no business foraging among . . . rules [of condruction] to look for or
imposeancther meaning. When datutesare[w]ithout ambiguity, courtsshould regard laws
as meening what they say; the Generd Assambly is presumed to have intended exactly
what it dates directly and unambiguoudy. Appdlae courts must be guided by whet the
legidature said, not by whet courtsthink it meant to say.

Sate ex rel. Waitts v. Hanna, 868 SW.2d 549, 551 (Mo. Ct. App. 1994) (citations and internd
quotemarks omitted). As we earlier noted, snce nather of Ms Abernathy’s 9ders are daiming an
exemption in the residence, the plain language of the Satute permits the debtor to daim an $3,000
homesteed exemption in her share of that property. Under normd circumstances, our andysiswould end
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there. Asthe Trustee suggests, however, we are dso bound by Eighth Circuit precedent and theVanDer
Heide decison does cregte an exception to § 513475 under cartain particular drcumgtances in the
bankruptcy context. Neverthdess whilewearebound by VanDer Heide, we condudethat that decison
is limited to cases in which one spouse files for bankruptey rdief and seeks to use Garner to protect the
nonHfiling spouse s share of entireties property from joint creditors. 1t is, therefore, distinguishable from
the case before us now.

Asdiscussed above, the Van Der Heide Court was compdled to deviate from the plain languege
of section 513.475 becauseit determined that Gerard Van Der He de was taking undue advantage of thet
datutory provison in the bankruptcy context, paticulaly in combination with the Garner precedent.
Because we condude Garner is limited to casesinvolving entireties property, and, thus does not gpply in
the joint tenancy context, we likewise conclude that Van Der Heide, which sought to correct an injudtice
causd by the draightforward gpplication of Garner to the facts of that case, is likewise limited to cases
involving entireties property.

The didinction between entireties and joint tenandesis dgnificant. With entireties property, the
whole of the property comesintotheestate. Garner effectively removed the nonHfiling spouse ssharefrom
digtribution through the estate by ordering thet her share be returned to her in aliquidation Stuation. Van
Der Heidehddlikewiseinthe Chapter 13 hypotheticd liquidetion Stuetion. AsVanDer Heide recognized,
however, thisresult actsto the detriment of thejoint creditors because the entireties property would retain
its character as entireties property and the joint creditorswho are transformed into individua creditors of
the non-filing spouse would not be ble to execute againg thet property. Consequently, Van Der Heide
atempted to remedy, or equdize to some extent, that detriment to thejoint creditors caused by Garner’s
atempt to protect the non-filing spouse. With joint tenancy property, only the debtor’s share of the
property comes into the edtate in the firg place; the non-debtor’s share is never & risk in the debtor’s
bankruptcy case and so thereisno need (such asin Garner) to protect the nonHfiling joint tenants' interests.
If therewerejoint creditorsin abankruptcy caseinvolving ajoint tenancy, then, in contragt to the entireties
gtugtion, there would be no prohibition againg such creditors executing againg the other joint tenants
interests in that property; thus, such creditors have not been adversdly affected by the debtor-tenant’s
bankruptcy asto the ahility to callect from the ather tenant’ sinterest in the property.




Wedsorgett the Truseg sassartionthat Ms. Abernathy should only beentitied todam one-third
of the homestead exemption because of the possihility thet one of the other joint tenants might later daim
a homestead exemption in the same propaty. We note that & ord argument, a number of additiond
hypothetical scenarios were raised pertaining to potentid problems that might arise with the trestment of
anindividud debtor’sexemption in joint tenancy property.® Since neither the Trustee' s concern that one
of the other joint tenants will later daim an exemption in this property, nor any of the other hypothetical
scenarios, are before us, we do not answer them now.  Rather, the unambiguous language of the Satute
must be gpplied to the facts, leaving the answers to those hypothetical issuesto alater date. If, a alater
date, the gpplication of the unambiguouslanguage of the Satute resulltsin an unintended conseguence, thet
will be for the Missouri legidature to correct. The fact thet this Stuation arises in bankruptcy does not

changethisresult.

3 For example, if we permit Ms. Abernathy the entire $8,000 exemption now, what would happen
if one of her co-tenant Sgersfiled bankruptcy a year from now. Would the sgter be entitled to dam a
homesteed exemption in that property? What if the Sgter filed her bankruptcy petition twenty years (or
evenfifty years) from now. Would shebeentitled to dam ahomestead exemption then®? If not, andif Ms
Abernathy isgiven theentire $8,000, doesthét creste araceto the courthouseto bethefirg tenant todaim
the homestead exemption? How would creditors of joint tenants monitor whether other joint tenentshave
dready damed a homestead exemption in the same property?

What if we wereto limit Ms. Abernathy’ s homestead to her one-third share (as the Bankruptcy
Court did in this case) and her 9gers both predecease her without ever daiming ahomestead exemption
inthat property. Wouldn't that unfairly deprivethedebtor of two-thirdsof ahomestead exemptiontowhich
she would have been entitled but for timing? What if, dthough Ms Abernathy’s ssters co-own the
property with her asjoint tenants, nather of them live there and would not be adle to daim a homesteed
exemption in thet property in thefirg place?

Fndly, isit possblethat § 513475 isintended to bea” sngpdhot intime” meaning that combined
exemptions at any one time may not exceed $3,000 in the aggregate and that there would be no
prohibition at dl againg this joint tenant or any of the other joint tenant from daiming a homestead
exemption in thefuture? What hgppens if Ms. Abernathy recaives her bankruptcy discharge and filesa
new bankruptcy petition seven yearsfromnow? Would she be prohibited from then daiming ahomestead
exemption in the same property?
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Condusion
In sum, we condude that snce neither of Ms. Abernathy’ sjoint tenantsis daming an exemption
in the same homestead property, the dear language of the Missouri homestead exemption Satute entitles
her to afull $8,000 homestead exemption. VanDer Heide is, as we have noted, limited to casesinvolving
entireties property and its holding, reduding the homestead exemption in those cases, isingpplicable here.
For thet reason, the decison of the Bankruptcy Court reducing Ms. Abernathy’ s homesteed exemption
to her proportiond interest in the red edateisreversed.

A true copy.
Attest:

CLERK, U.S BANKRUPTCY APPELLATE PANEL
EIGHTH CIRCUIT.
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